L* ' 


^ A' 




> ^ i 


Si ' ^ 


" V 

. X 

; 

4^ 

»• 

vii 

> 

•t 

' "5 

•w 

J 


:? 


s 

1 


I 








^ 

s 




M 

r 

I 

t. 




t 

4 » 


/*• -< 


i 





/'i= ' 
I , " 


4 ^■ i.t 


f 




,,v, . 


W/. ‘ 


f 






• r i 

* • j 




■ ":V 

■ ^ 
'..v 2 


» 




»V 

1 

• t 


f- y . 


i 

‘. 'i' I 




'■- ... 
-»i 1 > 


i ..-> 


^‘* ’a 

♦ .’■i / 


n : 


■'4 


^4 .V, '♦•V/ '■ . ' /I'' ■ <■ V ‘ . • -. ^ ‘ if '■ ''r . ' ‘■' ' *■'•'' ' . . ■ 

•1 4 * ■: : V!y r ■ ”• ' -mv V'V ; 

4 '. ~ ■ ' r* ■’•• i'.' , ' V '■,, j ,) > •: ■ • * ;.- ‘I f- . tfi. ' J ', , ■ ,!•• . , . , ’ •.. -'■t. > ; 

. J. \. /'•».;-5 ';i L-- ,•■* ■•;/*■./ ••- SA-f*. ■! i -'5 \V ' ' / . .t ■ ..; ■ '? 


V. ■ f iT ,,. . y.-Sv ...Y ,.■; »« X'* ' ’.■’. a* '■ • Y's Y, •"'/ » i ‘ 

H ^ \ ' < •>' ■• » ' 4 -= :''v/' ‘ S' ?”' ■ ■ '* ’■"? u> ^ ■'•■ t/ 1 ‘■’■■t " "-' ■' •<’ 'V-rf ^ 

)/■ .->■'•'• '-, ^'''V- *■ •■ . "^'^ in' ' <■ 

5 t - . • , <' 1 . ■ : * -ii ■ ^ ‘ \ ' -r • ■ 


■ ■ -.l 


■U ' Y’ 3)'g 'Ar'. 1^5, .|4 J a » a 1 1 § 

■'■ i' ■ ?■■''-" S fti ;- •■’'■'■. '3 s-S ';<■ S'sl« '-sl 


< ' 


s ' J i s J 

8a al3:?ll 


rr> y-Xv-< .: 


f ^ 


V A 



i 


t 







V. ; ' > • . ,4 ’-k =^/ fv' •‘ S' ■' '■^' f S' . S ,< ' •■. ,. '?i .'"'^ f /i <■ 

^44 '!^^^ ■•Vi-S'/r.-;-''? !h^:‘ ■•:: ' W. .‘••.■;^s.■■i• :•;■■ v'.-'-'i'. ■'-' - '•;■'•'• ■ 'r; ■"■,''*■■ 

,(, * ■■' • i '■■ -'•j « ■*:' J. • . , - _• (i{- >. . ■ 'll 


31 w 




’^>s -i X 

« f’ ; 


j 

•* 


• >».' 


¥ 


* 

*■• 


f . 


w 4 

V/ r-^/ 


L 

‘vr 


. zlVv' 


4' 

’, ■ >*. 

4 ^ 




I'" f i:$ 

• '• • '.T> V 




A 


’ d.i ; 

•f • A ^ ; * ^ • . 7 < *8 

.‘S. '' ' - 4 7 7^ ' z v' ,4-7 : ; 

.■ *.' - 'V. ■« f 

• SS - .- ■-■. 7%: > -,. A ... 




; i 


; ’V - ‘ 
*1 . \ 


-■*,- 

c- 


jE' '..■ - 

>'■.* U ■ ‘"' ? ■'♦'* ‘ '■ 

.. ., 5 - 

bt 


,• ■ ■. -fc ■;* 


■*S 


■* "'■ 'J . > . ' *T. T , - v5< 1 r 

-■Sv.'S /:,. " ::^.,A - :v ■, 

fi .■V'.‘ ..'' ‘ . ' - ’ ■■,. V.- ^ ^ 4 . 

M ■■ ' ' 7 V 

■ h- "■ ~ - ■ *' • " ' ■ ' ■ . ^ ' ■ -* • ■ 

*■ Lft' .1 . '< . i ,'■ ■'■• 1 . ■*. ,’ 




. / 


■» 

i ■ I - 


<■ 

■‘ >. V, 


. • , ■ t- 1 

? ■’' ' 


f. 

fi. 


h 


K 


- 'J. -r- 

*. H '•■ v> 

^ V' 





Z ♦ V .> 



^'‘ ■'''■ .,.‘'7 -S’ Y ^.‘ d^ -7^ 7 3 .H ^ 


a § • e « fit 


*'r: ^ 7 w. • .1 *< ■ .//.s ■ '^7 , ‘ ^ 4 *v • 7- ... ‘'I 

•■ .. . ■■..'■• 4 ^. , k .-r ■ , J ' . ‘' t . -' “< i '. .'' ‘ - '?• . . .'i. ■ 1 

i - ■' ^7^7 V ’J ■ .*• ■■ \*, 7^1 A- 

7-3 ■ 7 . v'S".: . ;.^ ?*■' vS , y 1 , : S', y 4 .-"7 ‘ V '■■ : - 74 ' '-.'r ^ 

7 :: ';S ':, ' i.VS.N *',v .‘ ■ 7 ■ '* J ^ A' ' i-S-'-f* .: vJ 



fAj 

y\A 


r 

^4* 





”'r. ’. S-nK. ■ ■■?•' ■.:.^ i.< >. -■ -.'^ ' | 

I \ VT . t A .; S V -; ■’ ’ ' 7 * ^ '■ ■ ■. '* i *4 '.. . .'M 

'■ -Z' > ‘'- ■ .1 

■ </ 7 . 1 .’-, 77 S * '7 -;l 


S «l 


s i EI3I 


► a A - • ' '’ 7 S 7 ^ ; . 7 ' 7 ^ 7 V 7 ' 7,7 777 ‘ 7 ’ 7- ;;7 ‘ ' 7 7 ;. 7 , 34 . 

^ A = . 7 .. - 7 ' 7 s. 7 ‘/ ' - ' . 7 "'- -v,:' ■:"-4 A '— '7 > . I? 7 ’= 

■ . . .■'.. ' tJW .r m ' ■ JJ ".'tv ' ' ■' ' • 


I J V 



■' 

. 87';. i 



37 

7 0 * .• t7 

§ ' sv 

. .■-% /• ' ^ . 

w ;>|S. 

A ^ . M‘* - .7, 

2 7\ 


rf 

’ 1 



.‘X 




i f 
. ‘ 


!S S 




^ - 


2:70 




t- 


ft ^ 


VV.X--: 


.f -» 


■J? 


.'t 



». , 


1 


•» 


‘-4-UJU. 



-.■ ' 't 


c* 

t 

4 - ^ 



P'LEASE EXPSDIT5_ 

THIS MAIL SHOULD K. 


\ 


ANSWERED WITHIN k8 HOURS 
Receipt vas aclmcwledged^ 9 -.f -c- 9 


Correspondence Section 
Records Administration Office 
Adjoinlstratlve Division 
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August 5 


196 9 


Honorable John N. Mitchell 
Attorney General 
Depart»ent of Justice 


Sir: 


The attached com^iunication 


is sent: for your consideration. 


Please investigate the statements 


f \ — t S ^ 

contained therein and forvard me 


TTiroT-rnaVYA 


the necessary'^ rnfbrmaVi on for re- 




ply, retiM'ab'-th'e iaHoi'M'torre. 


spondence with your answer. 


Yours truly, 




Clark MacGregor, M, C. 
3 rd Minnoeot - 
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June 26 > 1969 


-s\ 

1 • V i 


Congressman Clark MacGregor 

United States House of Representatives 

Washington, D.C, 


Dear Congressman MacGregor: 

I feel very strongly that the American Public has been 
done a grave injustice by not being given the whole truth about 
the assassination of the late President John Fitzgerald Kennedy. 

The story that I have been told and lead to believe 

throughout the many years since the assassination of our president 

in 1963, is that Lee Harvey Oswald was the lone assassin. After 

attending a presentation by Gary Schroencr in which he pointed out 

many discrepencies and internal contradictions in the Warren 

Commission Report, I feel there is. not substantial evidence to prove 

this and that I would not like such information to be handed down 

to further generations on just the facts presented. I also feel 

that as an American Citizen, I have the right to the truth---but 

* 

how do I get it. 

My question is, what exactly can I do to make my feelings 
known not only to myself but to others like you. X would appreciate 
any information or suggestions that would be helpful in furthering 
the cause of reopening the investigation. 


Sincerely yours , 
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Hcswrabl* Qllbart Gods 
of RepreacctatlTM 
Waahtngtoa, D. C* 
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The Attomoj Geaeral has asked b« to rei^pesd ' 
eogarjnicatlo a of iagost 4» 1969 trazisalttijag a letteor fir< 

’/C' axpreaaea eonoaar& vith CoB^reaaaazi idem 

Fovell's allegations that sanj inflaoxtlal people la our fedar 
Gorenaaeat are eMre of err o r s in the Varrea CooBlssiaa r epo r t 



The C^jartaeot of Jnstlee Is not a»re of any iafar-> 
nation vhieh voald cease as to qaestlofn the eoaclnaicBe of 'tile 
Varr A Coealsaloxu The aathore idio hare eritleised tboee eoaoln* 
alons do not appear te hare aay algaifloant eridAcey eo far as 
ve are avare* Bather, their erltleiaga aad desanda for a nev 
inquiry are based upon differ At coaolasioaa that they hare drava 
frcs ports of the saas body of eridAce that vas ezasined by the 
CcsssELesicni, The CoEsdsslon sade a thorough Inquiry and detailed 
Aalyels of the facts concerning 'the assassination. The erldeice 
asply eupports the basio conclusions of the Ccaedseioo* In theee 
clrcsaaatanoeey ve see no baeis for nee inquiry. 


Z hope that this infoamatioa 
lour eodoeure is returned herevitiu 


vill be of aseistence< 


Sinoerelyy 



VZX.L msoa 

Aseistant Attorney 


Hennlgan 

Wilson’ 

Deputy Attorney 
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Receipt was acknowledged 
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Records Administration Office 
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Congress of tfje ®m'teii States 

iD^oust of iRtpreSentatibtS 


Wasfjtngton, ^.€. 


August 4 , 1969 

Honorable John N. Mitchell 
Attorney General of the U.S, 
Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 


Sir: 


The attached conmunication 


is sent for your consideration. 

a 

Please investigate the statements 

contained therein and forvard me 

the necessary information for re- 

RSCEiVtAU> 

ply^ returning the enclosed corre- 
spondence vitlv’^roiir answer. 

t 




/' /, 


Gilbert' Gude, 
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V 27 i .AUG fe-1969 

/, i4v.r' 

^ R.A.U 

'J^WmAL-CEN. CRIME SECi 





f Mi 





/ 




C^rujlc.O^O'rrUt^ru Mcd^j 

'li^ y^'L'C^ y^l^-C ^ 

cu.uc(yz^ ci'/ut vicc.</^ cicv-a^t^ 

Xy\^^-dx, yC<2>^oic- 

z/u. /.^^''riCZTyn^ ZoCt ^^C^ZAZC^Zo^^a^ 

XAZ'^ 

s:3^Aztt^ MAiyCAc^ Jy^&<u, ZzCczxAU^iy^ 

a^rikz/iyC/-tz<^i/-e<:^ dldAiA/o 

‘0^outU. ^ 'J2 -f&^o-ruL 

'l/^iAttCo OAIAA?^^ 

» 

^ a,^:3yru^CtA^ 

i 


r/L 





OAIA 


f 

\ 


ZU-UJ. O'Q^ u^t-dAl/ UA^Juyr\A ^:Z/lL 

^n=^jfidiUiO' ,i:^^ey72>njid^ a^m;L 

* ' ' t 

fncLntuk . 3Uz i 

I 

t/id:i .JiAd y^lAul ^^cu/coC^ XA£a2X. 


\ { 


* • 

t ^ 


1 





I » 


iy^^t yUf-e-'TiX ~C<sy 





yfJioo 'u/K^^&^rr\ux^trn. Vu:. 


t 




J/J-€^.CArL6 ^ yCcy^nAx^i^ ^>0(yj^ 

^l^ny<u.c^-e/i2cC 

y^Ky^-C/LCy ^ 

jC/Ux ^yrci.yi<x,^ 

^ jUU/yUlA^ -^CAjZy 

/^XjZ/l/rxyO^ yC/^ Ci^^^yryoCOC'C^'^^ 





/^Ll/.yijA(y^L ^2yiyiyfC C^yi,y<^'-y\x0/^y 





^^J~AjL^y^ yC^yyl^ ^L^t/ 

• » 

^iQy^iJ:^Ty>7Z07i^ JCAiy^ . 

-AUyy^y. a,<iy\Z<y' 


y}nyuyrtA,'0'iy^ 


/7^LyZyfn'7.-iL<2y 







:iccak. 

X!2u^ .yO-?t <^7 % 

.jCA.Z^^ ylAzy:.<9''7'yL^ ^lyZ^A-oA. 


. ^ 




CMi/2if^(7-'^ UA^ Al/yi^ ^>cckx^. \jUco j^XtTZ^^y'zey^ 
^ kPJtt^ Xz^jL^^AyA^ ^.->^''?:>^-'C/JCAj j^AiaUL 

Aa yTUX^ CL ^cts^X^riycAjc 

ythjb jtXciAyb ^ ^ykyTLC^xAny JC/lAj 
C cAicpjX^ xxov ZlcniXjLc^ jXAxtXao ^ ^ 

CUJj:^Cj/AlA yj^ X/Ay yr/^,CLAXAy . tj2^ 


JynXjLiXt yCf&AA- ilAJL, yieX2AAA)^yriZcyr^ aaxX^ aX 


* • 


A/0 J)AA2X7y7lXlAAAXc^^ .y2^AA^ ^A^XiyzX' 

Ayy-A^ yXAJy -'Ay'AjCXy^.CtCC ^ 








-'•C^ ClO/ 1 t'C/-/lJi 

cCc]^ ■^^-'yy^cy^ '^<^/ 

■ /-V cA^^ yuM^cU^ ycyiu^ 

y i~i2 /• / / ^ /xJ’, 


P'* 




^Jor^£yyJ, '^^ncv yyyu.-cc/iy 

• • 







u 

jO^yi/ky ayyu/d^7n^,y^^^^ 

yrnyfiy^ . '’Sect xyf^yy'u^ .y^^-ey^Le^ 

^ yCA^ ^-ZAuly ^y/MyU. 

jynJyyvoyizyi xAj^ u^<yyiy^oyL^yJ:Z:! 

Tla^yrO^ ^CA^y Cy&'n^p^ i!UyCyi^ 

CZyorZ/i^ ^ yC/Uy yCAjZ. y’^yuy^ yuyTL^ 

C^yOryU^ /Jy^/riyO atZ^ ^Mctcc^ 

yO^CLyy^iyru^ CL/nyC <:iy(yC .yC/iO --^i^^ZZc^yO 
C'^ZiAA''^-j^2Jt xiy.yy9ytcyri^Z^ 

j^Onnynyyn^ jt/iCO yCyy£oAX/i^ j, ^.fpyoLZiyCy ciyiZcyy, 

..uj^uMy A^e/Oyr^nA Oyn, yyru£ yCo jZ . ^Sy/Ju 

ycuy (ZiUJaAy^ CMT/nt . \Q^yU>ynt xyfuuc^ 

Z-O j2yruU/u^ 'A\y&‘^^ ^^ry:yyLcA /0<^Zy^ 

• ^ 

yljyM-CyxZoc^ Ct/yyZ ^'CAjl y/---ocyy<^Z>c^^ 




« 


^^C-tCyC^U.^ ^£^£^£.'rCl .y ^U-dK^Z^ 

■ yO-^c/^ yO/vC^ jotc -/io^di::Z<iy x:/u?^i^ 

^yru<^ 

^Ayt .^p^Cy^p'tZ .ylS^X^Uy ^ /iC^UJ-^ 

A2/rrLCy^yCcd . ^ 























PLEASE J: 







THIS MAIL SHOULD BE 




ANSWERED WITHIN HOURS ^ 

- ■ ■ * -J . . ' ■ ■ - . 

- 'f > 


-V, 

xvi h 


Receipt was acknowledged ' ‘ ~7 




r- 




* ' ■ 

^ • 

* 






Correspondence Section -r * 
Records Administration Office 
Administrative Division 




%*> ■ 


-«4. 




» .• 

. . . 


L at. 


-V 




I EATF:- July 1 , 1969 
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Respectfully referred to 

( 

i 

t 

I Congressional Liaisai 

Department of Justice 
I Washington, D. C, 


] For your consideration of the attached 
I letter, and for a report. 


To be forwarded directly to^the 
constituent, with a copy to me 
for my information and records. 



Please refer response to attention of • 
Gary Aveiry , of my staff , 


on the outside of the envelope only*. 
Thank you. 





WALTER F. MONDALE 
U.S. SENATE 


June 27, 1969 


Senator Walter Mondale 
Senate Office Building 
Washington, D .C * 


Dear Senator Mondale: 

I feel very strongly that the American Public has 
been done a grave injustice by not being given the whole truth 
about the assassination of the late President John Fitzgerald 
Kennedy. 


The story that I have been told and lead to believe 
from the Warren Commission Report is that Lee Harvey Oswald 
was the lone assassin. Independent investigators have evidence 
that contradicts this charge-- evidence that was available at 
the time of the Warren Cotoraission investigation but which was 
never incorporated in their Report. I feel that the time has 
come to reopen the investigation. In my opinion, every American 
citizen has a right to an unbiased presentation of the facts, 
and surely, future generations are entitled to a truthful account 
of this historic event. 

I would like to know how I can make my feelings known 
to other men in positions such as yours. I would appreciate any 
information or suggestions that would be helpful in furthering 
the cause of reopening the investigation. 

Thank you • 


Sincerely yours. 



RECEIVED 

JUL S tS8-^ 



Apropos the attachm 

I do not pretend to have kept cu^ent with all the literature on the subject^ 
nor with the convolutions of I-Sr, Garrison*! have read the most recent blasts 
SIX SECOM)S III DALLAS, which, in n^r'judgment, thou^ clever,does mot persuade 
me of any error in the Commission findings* However,if you wish to take a less 
definitive approach, something like this nd^t do: 


"There have been many written and verbal attacks upon the findings of the 
Warren Ccarnnission^although ai^one familiar with the record must 
realize that the findings were the product of a most thorou^ and searching 
inqtiiiy into the facts concerning the assassination# That material which 
has come to. out attention does not persuade us of ary error in the Gonamission* 
conclusions#Nor have we found ary substantial reason to believe that there is 
new evidence available ,which,had it been called to the attention of the barren 
CcoBsission, would have altered its basic determinations* Under these circumw 
stances we see no basis for a new inquiry*Of course, should evidence become 
available which,in our judgment, disclosed the need for farther action^ou 
may be assxu^ed that this office would promptly take such st e 
appropriates f /j g. 

wish to caution you that the variation in content anp^^p^or'-^^^ 

nothing 

' feapiJUN' 18 
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT DEPAkTMENT OF JUSTICE 

Memorandum 


TO ; Carl Eardley 

First Assistant 
Civil Division 


date: 


FEB 2 1 1363 


FROM 


Martin F. Richman 
First Assistant 
Office of Legal Counsel 


subject: Citizen mail on Warren Commission report . 


As you probably know, this Office has answered 
most of the citizen mail addressed to the President 
and the Department, running into hiondreds of letters, 
relating to the aftermath of the Warren Commission 
report. Since most of the letters very quickly fell 
into patterns, we developed some standard form para- 
graphs for the replies, dealing with such matters as 
demands for a new inquiry based on the statements of 
the critics of the report, the withholding of some 
of the evidence, the circumstances relating to the 
autopsy pictures, etc. These forms were developed 
in the fall of 1966 with the approval of the Attorney 
General. 

The form relating to the basic criticism of the 
results of the Commission and demands for a new inquiry 
is as follows: 

"The authors who have criticized the con- 
clusions of the Warren Commission do not claim 
to have any significant new evidence, so far as 
we are aware. Rather, their criticisms and de- 
mands for a new inquiry are based upon different 
conclusions they have drawn from parts of the 
same body of evidence that was examined by the 
Commission. The Commission made a thorough 
inquiry and detailed analysis of the facts 
concerning the assassination. The evidence 
amply supports the basic conclusions of the 
Commission. In these circ 
no basis for a new inquiry 



im 



* 


/ ^ 
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This form was approved by the Attorney General on the 
basis, I believe, of the survey of the books then 
published which had been made under your leadership. 

Now there is a new round of critical books appearing. 

I have some impression that it is no longer accurate 
to say that the authors "do not claim” to have any 
significant new evidence. I would appreciate your 
guidance as to any revisions of this form of reply 
which you think necessary or appropriate in light of 
the current books and other public statements by the 
so-called critics of which you are aware. 

Pending this consideration of revision of the form 
we are holding up replies to letters involving this 
issue. This presents a time problem, inasmuch as many 
of the current letters come to us by reference from 
Members of Congress, to whom they are addressed by 
constituents. To avoid undue delay in replying to 
these Congressional inquiries, I would appreciate 
your early guidance. 
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Eocorablo Valter T. Moaeala 
Vaited States Senata , 
Vashlngtoo. D. C. ' 



S February 27 , l&St 
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Thl» is In response t o yocr es B e : = uulcatlon of yebr cary 1 7, 

1969 tra nsglttlng a letter fzoa 

g vith referenca to cclmlcal proceedinss pending against . 

alleged conspiratora in the deaths of Fresldont Eeocedy, Senator ; 
Xobert Kennedy, and Doctor Hartla Lether Kins* i ^ 
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The authors who have criticised the conclusions of the , 

• 

Varren Coamslaslon do not dale to hare any slgrJLf leant nev evidence, 
so far as. «e are soars, Rather, their critlcisioB and deaands for • , 

'UBB ln<iulry are based upon different conclusions they harve draim froa 
parts of the sane body of evidence Chat vss eacaalned by the Cooaiiasloa 
The Cosalsslea SMde a thorough Inquiry sxsi detailed analysis of the 
facta ooaearatttg Che assasalnatioa* The evidesee s»ply st^ports the 
basic eoccluslons of the Coraaissloa, In these eircusaetances, ve sea 
no basis for a netr 
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with regard to the Garrison scatter, ss your constituent V. 
nay be sware. It has been agreed that agents of the Federal Boreav 
of laves tlgetion, this Departaest*s investigative era, vili testify 
in the proceadlngs against Mr, Shaw* 




. * J 


■ 'i- 

i ■< ^ J- 









WJ ■- 

vv.: 




I aft auTO also J esn a^preclata that It /v . 

vo^d be Boat innp^roprlata for a Federal agenry to co&siefit farther 
ott critsiTul proceeding pendlni; la state courts.; : ^ 

- ' " . , V- -. ^^. ■ -'V'' - i. .7 V : 

also expreased her conviction that effective ^ - 

Federal fireanss control legislation Is needed, X as sttadtisg s c 
of Public Lao 90 - 618 , the G«n Control Act of 15 ^ 68 , which I trust will 
be of interest to her. As always It. is a pleasure to be of assistance. 
Tour enclosure Is xstumsd hersMlth • ' .-a ' ■•■■ i’V r r-' . 

■ Sincerely,-'- . 

Chrono _ ’ : ^ ^ ‘A ^ • 

Nalley ' 

Mr. Wilson • 

Deputy AGi-, • 

^ ’ wxu. ^bils<^ . 

Assistant Attorney General 
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““ ' THIS MAIL SHOir^ HE ' -- — 

AKSWEREE WITHIIT 1+3 HOURS 
R*c*Ipt: -vas a-clenovl edged ^ 


Coi-r’espond.ence Section. 
Recordjj Adjnlnis'tjmtion OiTice 
Axiministrative Division 


DATE:* 17 , 196 9 


'^Cxxxi.o^ ,-^icticst .-^ycxxctle 



7c^ 


Respectfully referred, to 

Congressional Liaison 
Department of Justice 
Wasnington, D. C. 


For your consideration of the attached 
letter, and for a report. 

/ / 

To be forwarded directly to the 

constituent, with a copy to 

for my information and records. 

• r 

n- . 
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o 
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As requested below. 


Additional comments: 
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XX To me, in duplicate to accompany 

return of enclosure. , y i L. 

I iiJ. • \Ol 
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P^ase refer response to attention of 


\ 


Gary Avery 


, of my staff , 


on the outside of the envelope only 


Thank you. 


?Z 


■■ ■ W XFITR F. MO'NDALE 
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Th« Honorable Clark MacGregor 
U.S. House of RepreaentatlTea 
Washington, 0«C» 205X5 

■t 

Dear Mr. MacGregor: 


You have asked to knov the position of this 
Departiaent concerning the request of a constituent 
of TOUTS that the documents gathered by the Warten 
Cotaoilasion in its investigation of the Sannedy 
assassination be laade available for piibXie ezasdiU« 
tion. 
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the Warren CoBiaission gather^ vast «^\xot 
of aiaterial, ntuch of it havlxig only renote eono^ti^ 
with the assasslxiatloa# bulk of the aaterial that 
was before the Ceoeission either was published in its ' 
26<-voluB)e Hearings or is available to researchers at 
the Hatlonal Archives. The relatively saall portlcra 
which is not now available to the public consists pri* 
marily of national security Intelligence or loves tiga-> 
tive reports — dealing largely with activities far 
removed from the aaaasslnation Itself triiich if 

sources or 


• u 
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techniqi^ 
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I hope that the foregoing answers your question* 


.,Y. ■ 


Sincerely, 


. . . •-* . 
■' •S*>. 
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i;:-- 5':iV"l*eon 'Uhaaa ■ ^ 

Deputy Assistant Attorney General 

Office of Legal counsel 
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THIS MAIL SHOULD BE 


ANSWERED WITHIN kg HOURS 

♦ 

Receipt vas acknovledge d ' 

Correspondence Section 
Records Administration Office 
Administrative Division 
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^ CLARK MACGREGOR 
Third District, Minnesota 


COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIART 


WASHINGTON OFFICE; 
409 Cannon Office Building 
PHONE: 225-2371 

administrative assistant 
DAVID N. KROGSENG 


Consre^fi of tfie ® nttcb g>tate^ ; 

blouse ot ^eprescntatilie^s /!/ q 

ilasifjinston, 53.£. 20515'^^'Li- -r 

^ T o 


DISTRICT OFFICE; 
)20 U.S. Courthouse 


Minneapolis. Minnesota 
PHONE: 334-2173 


- DISTRICT REPRESENTATIVE; 

3 ? aryellen smith 



February 11, 1969 



The Honorable John N, Mitchell 
Attorney General 
Department of Justice 
Washington, D*C. 

Dear Mr* Attorney General: 



A constituent of mine has requested that the documents 
gathered by the Warren Commission in its investigation of 
the Kennedy assassination be available to public examination. 


I would appreciate learning what the Department 
position is with respect to this matter. 


Sincerely, 



Clark MacGregor, M.C. 



jlOj FEB 12 1969 
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Form DJ-1M> 
(Ed. 4-26-65) 


UNITED STATES GOVEE MENT 

Memorandum 


r^^ARTMENT OF JUSTICE 


TO 


FROM 


t'cl 


Nathaniel £• Kossack, Deputy 
Assistant Attorney General 


datb: 


f - // 


James R. Robinson, Attorney 
General Crimes Section 


subject: Trial of Clay Shaw 


NEKt JRR:s js 


'■t 


Mr. Block reported that he was forwarding a trans- 
cript of the prosecution's opening statement. Under local 
law, the scope of proof is 3-imited to matters covered in 
the statement. 

So far (Februa-^ 6) five witnesses have testified 
to facts and circumstances which place Oswald, -«errie, 
and Shaw together in late August or early September in 
the Jackson - Clinton, Louisiana, area. .Of interest to 
us i^ the testimony of Reeves Morgan, former Louisiana 
State Legislator. He said Oswald contacted him in 
Jackson for a job at a state hospital. After the assass- 
ination, Morgan recognized Oswald and says he informed the 
F.B.I. of his contact with Oswald in Jackson. He says 
the F.B.I. told him they already knew of Oswald’s pre- 
sence in Jackson. As the attached correspondence shows, 
the United States Attorney informed Mr. Garrison that the 
F.B.I. had no contact with Mr. Morgan on the assassination. 
We told the United States Attorney only that Bureau files 
and files of their New Orleans office failed to reveal any 
such contact. If you wish to inquire further into this 
matter, I will prepare an appropriate memorandum to the 

Mr. Block also said you might be interested in 
knowing that John Manchester, Town Marshal, Clinton, 
Louisiana, identified Shaw as the driver of an automobile 
present at a voting registration drive and civil rights 
demonstration in Clinton in late August or early September 
^■■1963. The testimony of other witnesses placed Oswald and 
/errifr' in the car as passengers. 


KTII KT 
IV. tL 




^•1963- The testimony of 
' yerrliy in the car as pas 

' j. 
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Honorable Louis C. LaCour 
United States Attorney 
Eastern District of Louisiana 
500 St. Louis Street 
New Orleans, Louisiana 

Dear Mr. LaCour; 

Enclosed for your information is a 

xerox copy of a letter and envelope addressed to 
Special Agent Elmer Litchfield at Baton Rouge, 
Louisiana, from District Attorney James Garrison's 
office. 



ROBERT E. RIGHTMYER 
Special Agent in Charge 


Enclosures 2 
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Paj?ish of Oni^j^s 
State oe Loetslan'a 

2700 TfLAICE A\rENT 7 i: 

Ne'W OrXEAJsS 70119 



cTim G.AJRmso>r 

District AxTOR?rCT Janm ry 22, 1968 
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Mr. Elmer Litchfield, 
Post Office Box 2150 
212 Post Office Building 
Baton Rouge, Louisiana 

Dear Mr. Litchfield: 


Our office has learned from former State legislator . Mr. 
Reeves i^r>fyan_ of Jackson, Louisiana, that Lea Harvey 
Oswald was in the Jackson and Clinton, Louisiana, area 
sometime in the late Summer of 1963. Mr. Morgan personally 
spoke to Lee Oswald at that time in that area. 


After the assassination of President Kennedy, Mr. Morgan 
called your office to inform you of Oswald's presence in 
the area. He spoke to an agent, whose name he cannot now 
recall, who told him that your office was aware of Oswald's 

activity and presence in the area. 

• ...... ^ , 

Our office is very interested in Oswald's activity in this 
area. We would like an opportunity to talk with you and 
see whatever statements you may have relative to this • 
incident. Therefore, we request an interview with you as 
soon as possible at your convenience. I may be contacted 
at 2700 Tulane Avenue, New Orleans, Louisiana, and my phone 
number is 822-2414. 


Very truly yours. 



^--"^DREW J. S^AMl 

Assistant District Attorney 


AJS : sk 
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Hr# JHEWv #• oQmKPvH 

AttliliMrt 9i«tariM AMonatgr 
fHrlA eC OrlMM 
2700 falHM A<imw 
•w OeeSMM, Lnwitf— TC&I 9 

Bmt Mr. SslMtenk: 


Ib«r l«tt«r flf imtmsrj 82, 2968, 81rMt«A to Mr. llaigr 
2,itcAft«2A, imiiiiH AmiM Sa dmertt, fMotl IWu «f 2BfM%i« 
fBkiaa la BRioa Bepast, Xavlidaaa, ralatita to lafocwtioa •llmoi! 
to havo bom te o u gl it to tbm ot t oa tlc a of tbo fBI by oao Mr. Muwao 
Nmm>b> of Jodtooa, Lealtiaaa, wHooiiUMBti to Mw ooMoaliiiilliMi of 
ProiHifiit r— 0 ^ la aof o MbT of 1963 , boo booi b r o a gl rt to tiM 
■ttoatl ea of tdtlo effloo. 

9iiM i9 to odrloo you that mo mttor boo booa fea r wo nao a 
to tho pajortaoBt of Jaotioo oad that tlui -o^l^^jll^motlea Irgoarta d 
by Mr. Mor im to tbo 7BX la A agaot of wjrigrjio 

tho oooiMiolmtIcw, aoA tho l afoan aa t loa lapntod voo c a o totally 
uarolatod Mttor. 


Ao to tbo laf OTMtloa rofoxTod to la youar 3att«r of 
JOanary 22, 19^, tho fBI hu ao roeord of any sudi eaotoot by Nr. 


Yooro wry troly. 
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May 27, 1968 


t 


f 


Mr. Andrew^. Sciaiiibra 
Assistant /^strict Attorney 
Parish of Di^eans 
2700 Tiilane jA venue 
New Orlear^'' Louisiana 

Dear Mr* Sdambra: 

This is in reply to your letter of March 29, 

1968, in which you requested that we furnish you with any 
information the FBI may have concerning the alleged presence 
of Lee Harvey Oswald in the Jackson and Clinton, Louisiana, 
area in the late summer or early fall of 1963. 

Ihe results of the Bureau's investigation of 
President Kennedy's assassination were turned over to the 
Warren Commission. Most of that material has either been 
published in the Coramission's one-volume Report or in the 
26-volumes of testimony and exhibits. Other material re- 
garding the assassination investigation is available to the 
general public in the National Archives. 

Sincerely, 


GENE 3. PAIMISANO 

First Assistant C, S. Attorney 


QSPrcbu 


bcc: 



lari W. Belcher 
Chief, General Crimes Section 
Criminal Division 
Department of Justice 
'Washington, D. C« 
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C 








Jim Gaj?rison' 
District Attoritky 



District Attorotey^?^^*''^® 

PARIS:ig[ OF Orteaxs 

State of Loetsiat^a 

2700 TtTLA2^? A'VTENITE Uf , i 

New 0EEEA.XS 70119 NIW ORUANS, LA 

May 17, 1968 



Honorable Gene S. Palmisano 
First Assistant U.S, Attorney 
Wildlife & Fisheries Building 
418 Royal Street 
•New Orleans, Louisiana 70130 

Dear Mr. Palmisano: 

I am writing you in regards to my previous letter of 
March 29, 1968, which concerned the FBI's information 
and/or knowledge of Lee Harvey Oswald's presence in 
the Clinton and Jackson, Louisiana, area. 

As of yet I have not received an answer to this letter. 
On April 22, 1968, you informed me by telephone that 
you had forwarded this letter to Washington, D.C, 

I would appreciate any information that you may be able 
to give me at this time regarding the status of my 
request. ■ 

Thanking you for your cooperation in this matter, i am 
Respectfully, 


ANDREW J. SCIAMBRA 



CERTIFIED MAIL 

RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 














PAJilSH OF OrFEAI^S 

State of Lofisxaxa 


2700 TtTLAJTB AvENTTE 

New Orueaxs 70119 



tJiM GxHUISOJN’ 

District ArTORx:BTr MST C h 2 9 ^ X 968 


Honorable Gene S. Palmisano 
First Assistant U. S. Attorney 
Wildlife & Fisheries Building 
418 Royal Street 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70130 

Dear Mr. Palmisano: 

I am writing you for assistance since you answered my 
two previous letters to Mr. Elmer Litchfield and Mr. J. 
Edgar Hoover of the Federal Bureau of Investigation. 

Perhaps I was not clear in my prior requests, but we 
are sincerely attempting to learn whether the Bureau has 
any information - irrespective of Mr, Reeves Morgan's 
telephone contact with the Bureau's Baton Rouge Office - 
relative to Lee Harvey Oswald's presence in the Jackson 
and Clinton, Louisiana, area in the late summer or early 
fall of 1963. If the Bureau has such information, from 
whatever source, we would appreciate being able to discuss 

it- with them. — Also,- ■ if the Bureau does not . have, any 

information about Oswald's presence in that area at the 
time, we would like to know this. 

We earnestly solicit your cooperation in this matter and 
hope we can return the consideration in the future. 



V Assistant District Attorney 

AJS:bb 
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Mr. Andrev J. Sclambra 


Asslstaot District Attorney 
Pax^sh of Orleans 
2700 Tulazie Avenue 
Rev Orleans, Louisiana 70119 

Deaf Mr. Sclambra; 








Your letter of February 19, 1968, directed to Mr. J. 

Edgar Hoover, Director, Federal Bureau of Investigation, in 
which you reqiiested inforgiatlon relative to Lee Hsfvey Oswald's 
alleged presence in the Jackson and Clinton, Louisiana, area in 
the late suznoer of 1963, has been forwarded to this office for 
reply. 

We note from your letter of Janziary 22, I96&, to Mr. 

Elmer Litchfield, Special Agent, Federal Bureau of Investigation, 
that your knowledge of Osvadd's whereabouts is apparently predi- 
cated on information furnished to you by Mr. Reeves Morgan, Jackson 
Louisiana, who, it is alleged, furnished similar information to the 
FBI after the assassination. 


As we have previously Informed you in our letter of . 
February li+, I968, a review of the files of the Bureau and of 
their New Orleans office falls to reveal any contact with Mr. 
Morgan in connection with the assassination investigation, Mr. 
Mojrgan was interviewed by the FBI in August of 1963» this con- 
cerned a totally unrelated matter. 

Sincerely, 


GSP; eef 


GENE S. PADGSANO 

First Assistant U. S. Attorney 


States pepartment n£ justice 


UNITED STATES ATTORNEY 
Eastern District of Lons i ana 
XEW ORLEANS. LOUISIANA 70130 

February 14_, I 968 


Mr. Carl W. Belcher 
Chiefs General Crimes Section 
Criminal Division 
Department of Justice 
Washington^ D. C. 20530 

Dear Carl: 


Enclosed herewith is a copy of the letter we have 
forwarded this date to Mr. Andrew J. Sciambra^ Assistant 
District Attorney for the Parish of Orleans, in accordance 
with your letter of February 1^ I 968 , 


Kindest personal regards. 



LOUIS C. LaCOUR 
IMited States Attorney 


Enel. 
LCLaC : eef 
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January 26, 1968 


Mr. Robem E. Ei^taayer 
^>ecial meat in Qiarge 
Federal Bare&n of Investigation 
T7013 F^e|^ Bri ldi ng 
701 Loyqla.'' Avenue 
Post Office Box 519X> 

New Orleans, Louisiana 701^ 



Dear Mr. Eightircrer* 

SxLs will acknowledge receipt of the January 22, 1968, letter 
of Orleans %rlsh Assistant District Attorney, Andrew J. Sclanibra, to 
your resident agent In Baton Bouge, Mr. Elner Litchfield, idiereia Mr. 
Sdanbra requests infoxeiatlon that the FBI may have received as to 
activities of Lee Harvey Oswald in the Jackson and CLlnton, Louisiana , 
areas soaetLae in the late summer of 1963 . This letter was delivered 
by hand to me by your Social Agent McDonald xmder transmittal letter 
from you dated Januazy 2^, 1968. 


As you are aware, I am sure, any material or infozmatlon re~ 
lating to material contained in the files of the Department of Justice 
or any information or material acquixmd by any person while such 
person was an employee of tbs Dspartnoit of Justice as a part of the 
performance of his official duties or because of his official status 
cannot be divulged without the es^ress authority of the Attorn^ 
General of the United States* 


I am this date forwarding to the Departawnt of Justice the 
above mentioned correspondence and request in the future that when 
such corrmspondoice is received by the FBI that it be lonedlately 
forwarded to the Department of Justice with appropriate copies to this 
office. It is also advisable that upon receipt of such correspondence 
that this office be advised insiediately telephonically. 


It is further requested that the Department of Justice and 
this office be furnished with copies of any answering correspondence 
in this matter. 




Very truly yours,) . ^ // ) 

Or JUSTICE 1 B j 


I 

LOUIS Ce LaOOUR 
United States Att^ 




FEB 6 1968 


LCLaC:o25u 

bcc: Nathaniel 3, Kossack 

First Assistant Attorney Seneral^ Crininal Divi^'an 
Department of Justice 
Washington, D. C* 


R.A.O. 
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Mtttisb ^eparimstd of justice 


UNITED STATES ATTORNEY 
Eastern District of Lodtsiana 
NEW ORLEANS, LOUISIANA 70130 

February 6 , 19^9 



Mr. Nathaniel E. Kossack 
Criminal Division 
Room 2107 

Department of Justice 
Washington, D. C. 20530 


Re: Possible Action by the United States 

Attorney's Office for the Eastern District 
of Louisiana when F.B.I. and Secret Service 
Agents are called to testify at the Shaw Trial 

Dear Tulley: 


Enclosed herewith is a copy of a memorandum outlining 
the possible action to be taken by this office in the event the 
agents subpoenaed to testify are asked to testify beyond the 
scope of their granted authority to so do and attached also are 
the prepared pleadings we intend to use in the event it becomes 
necessary. 


Kindest personal regards. 

Sincerely, 



LCLaCrccy 


1 



Enclosures 



HAKRY F. COHHICK 

Assistant Itolted States Attorney 

Chief, Criminal Division 


Felxruary 3> 19^9 


a®ACE P. EOHLEY, lU 
Assistant lAiited States Attorney 


POSSTBT.E ACnC® 33f TECS OFFICE WHES FBI AND 
SECRET SERVICE AGESTCS TESTIFY AT TUB SHAH TRIAL 


1. QDEsnoas 


The questions are ^lat ccairi^s of actica this office 
should take if (a) a disclosure type situation and (h) a eontar^t 
type situation arise. 


2. A«5HER 

(a) If a dlsclosureotype situation arises, the procedure 
set out in 23 CJS l6. 11-16, l4 should 1 m followed j (h) if the 
agent follows these procedures hut Is held in contes^t, then the 
contes^t proceeding (not the Shaw case) should he removed to 
federal court \aader 28 U5C 1442(a)(1), 


3. FACTS 


BAClggtCCHD. FBI Agents ^^bert A, Frazier, lyndal L, Shaneyfelt, 
former FBI Agent Regis L, iQeeoaedy and former Secret Service Agent (SSA) 
Roy H. KelleriBaa hare been sul^oenaed by the State as vltiMsses in 
State V, ataar . Kennedy Has served In Louisiana. The otter three (3) 
agents were served cntside of Louisiana, The order directing their 
appearance defines the scope of their elected testimony. All four (4) 
agents have been Instructed to appear as ordered. 

All four (4) ag^ts have testified before the Warren Coraaission, 

Iteir testimony has been published. D.J« has already approved the 
disclosure at the trial of this inf ozmatlon . The scope of that 
approval was defined In the D.J, iaeo» dated January 24, 1969 , from 





KathanieX E, Sossec!;:, Acting Assistant Attorney Gencjral, Criadnal 
Dirisic» to Louis C, LaCoiar, Ifcited States Attorney vhicb provides 
la parti 

HiiiB Depsrtsient has ccntcluded that these Agents 
Frasier and Shan^yfelt ^UTUld be permitted to testily 
to the sntetance of idi&t has already been Sfade a 
setter of public record in connection with the Varren 
CcoBtlsslQn proceedings^ Tormr Agent Kennedy shoold 
be peroitted to testify eonceming any of the nttters 
vithin the sidblt and scope of his intorrlevs of Dean 
A* Andrews* Hcwever, if the questioning goes beycnd 
tiwse BSitterSy you ere requested to inform the Coort 
of the provisions of DqpartBent Order 381-^, dated 
Jtaie 29 1 1963} Federal Register vc^Uam 32 f Bo* 123, 
page 96 ^ » dated July h, IS 67 , end request that the 
a^cts be permitted to ctmtact the Attorn^ General 
so that he rasy per form his function under that order* 

Ullllsa Arnold at B*d'* has informed am that as far 
as be hnows all four (4) agoits testified to all they hno» 
at the Warren Cosadseicsi besrizigs* Tim ^reae in the above 
D»J* aaao (*if the questloolng goes beyond those letters,** 
then t)m liJ 082) ^lould be invoked) is scoeidiat cryptic. 

Although involasti<»i of the W 0823 will probably be iamecesssoy, 
a course of acticn has been pLataaed, (Jeff Axelrod, Est. 3307 , 
is our man at BJ)* 

B* SCEHARIO * fhe sltoatioa ^lich will require actioi by this 
office will derelop as follows: Qte fovur (4) agents and an 
AUSA will 8px>ear in CriadUaal District Court at the a ^^p r oprl&te 
time* The egats vUl be asked on the witness stand to disclose 

(a) informaticn within the scope of the AG*a spepranl (id^lte), 

(b) infarmation outside t2^ approval scc^ (black), and (e) 
information on the bearderline (gray)* Of coursm, if they dcm’t knw 
about tioe dMoandsd infomaation, they will say th^ "don’t know*" As 

to idxite la f o r na tion there is no problea* As to black end gray Informa- 
tion, the agents hs^ a duty to obey DJ CKD. (The farmer Secret 
Service agent must follow treasury regul8ti<^s ) • In a disclosure 
type situetioQ, the AtSA in Ctairt aaist insure that the D.J* and 
Treasury orders are foUoived by the agents. If those carders are 
followed and the trial judge foUcws that Svpx^m Court's inter- 
pretation of the effect of those orders, then the matter will be 
settled said no further action will be necessary* Bat if the trial 
holds the agent in ccait^i^t f«r declining to disclose the infarsattcm, 
then we oust isBedlately remove the contss^t case to federal court* ^ 



action is required before the cont^pt proceeding becawise no 
de^srtocntal interest has been hart. 

4. STRAISOY 


Our goals are to insire that D.J. orders concerning 
disclosure of infonaation aa^e followed by the testifying ag«its 
and to protect the agents fros being pimished for obeying 
orders. The context in these goals stust be achieved 

is well known: the trial Judge will desire to create a public 

image of an independant judge smd the DA will arttempt to blame 
his failure to obtain disclosure on federal intervention. Fran 
our point of view it is desirable to achieve our main goals 
and at the same time to allow the judge to preserve his pHibllc 
image and to give the DA as little propaganda acimiHltion as 
possible. Vhat we must ^ is clear; tdxether we succeed depends 
on bev well we do it. As to the judge , he will probably have 
to decide the disclosure question fras the bench (shooting 
froB the hip). The probability of a favorable decisicx: will 
be increased if (a) the judge is me^e aware that be has no 
real choice in the matter by giving him copies of the DJ GHD, 

case and a memo, and (b) emphasizing that the DA has 
other options for obtaining disclosure. As to the M, the 
age and history of these disclosure regulations; and the fact 
that he was inftoaed of them daring the Begis Kennedy grand 
jury subpoena hearing, will take sene wind out of his soils. 


5. DISCUSSION 


A. DISCLOSURE SITUATION 


A "disclosure situation" is a sitxwition vtoere a subordinate 
federal eesployee is requested to disclose in a proceeding idtere 
the Qovenment is xmt a party (a) any informtion relating to 
material contained in the files of the Department of Justice, or 
(b) any informati<m acquired as a part of the perfon&as^ce of 
his official duties or because of his official status. The 
Department of Justice has proeulgated specific regulations to 
guide this class of employees in this type of situation. 



5 use §301 (as Giaended}, the “iw^iaekecpliig statute” 

provides: 

The heed of an Executive deparl^ot or military 
departaseat asy ja^crihe i*sgulations for the gervern- 
zaent of his department » the c<xt<hict of its employees, the 
distributloa and perfbratttnce of its business, and 
the custody, use, and preserrstlon of its records, papers, 
and jaraperty. IRjis section does not authorise with- 
holding ixufcoiaatloa frea the pvhllc or limiting the 
availahility of regards to the public. Pub.L. S9-55^» 

Sept. 6, 19^> 30 Stat. 379* 

Separtaent of Jbstiee Oriter Ho. 331-6? (S3 CFS l6.11- 
l6.l4) referred to as *EJ GBD" provides In part: 

$ l6*U Porpose and scope. 

Uhls sid:^«rt eonteins the regulations of the 
I>epartBent of Justice conoeming procedures to be 
followed vben a subpoena, order, or other demand 
(hereinafter in this subpart referred to as a "dCMtnd") 
of a court or other au-teorlty is Issued for the production 
or disclosure of (a) any material ositained in the files 
of the Depaartment , (b) my inforssti<HJ relatii^ to laaterial 
contained in ^led of the Department, or (c) eny 
inforaation or material acquired by any person while 
such person vas an employee of the Departiacnt as a part of 
the performance of his official or because of his official 
status. For the purposes of this suhpart, the term 
"employee of the Departitent” includes all officers and 
es^lc^rces of the Ihdted States appointed by, or subject 
to the supervisioo, Jurisdiction, car ccotrol of, the 
Attorney General of the Ubited States, including U.S, 
attorneys, U.S. marshals, and neabers of the staffs of 
those officials 

S 16.12 Fro<hictian jsrehiblted unless e^^tj^roved by 
the Attorney General 

Bo es^loyee or fonaer employee of tee Department of 
Justice shall, in resp<»se to a dnsand^ of a court w other 
authority, produce any material ccntaiiied in the files of 
the Department of Justice or disclose any infcc^tlon 
relating to matezdal contained in tee files of tee 
Department of Justice or disclose any Inforaation or 
produce any amterial acqulared as a ^rt of the per- 
formance of his official duties or because of his official 
status vithout the pricar approval of tee Attorney General. 
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I 16,13 Pjrtjcetiure in tlie cnmat of a demand for 
production or disclosure . 

(a) Whenever a demand is made upon an oii^lcyee or 
former eisplosee of the Department of J^tice for the 
production of material or the disclosure of tnformatiOTi 
(Icscrlhed in § 16.II, he shall iaEsediatcly notify the 
Attorney General and the limited States Attorney for the 
district vhere the Issuii^ court or other authority is 
located. The Ibited States Attorney shall issoediately 
request instructions froei the Attorney General, If 
possible ) the Attorney General shall be notified 


replies to car eeppears before the court or other 
authority. 

(b) If response to the demand is required ^fore 
the instructions jCrca the Attain^ General are received, 
the thrited States Attorney car other attorney as may be 
designated for the purpose, shall appear vith the 
es^lcyee or f comer ^cplcyee of the Department 
idxmi tbs dmand has been made, and shall fuml^ the 
court or other authority vith a copy of the regulations 
eoDtained in this subpart and inform the court or 
other authority that the demand has been or is being, 
as the ease say be, referred for the prompt consideretion 
of the Attorney General* The court or other authority 
shall be requested respectfully to stay the desmnd 
pending z'eceipt of the requested instructions from the 
Attorney General,i 

§ 16*1^ Procedure in the event of an adverse ruling. 

If the couort or CU»r authori^ declines to stay 
tbs effect of the demand in response to a request made 
ia acccnrdance vith SKS<13(b) pending receipt of 
Instructions from the Attorney Gei»ral, or If the court or 
other authority rules that the demnd mist be eosaplied vith 
Irre^ectlve of the Instnactlaas from the Attorney Gmeral 
not to psrodnoe the material or disclose the isforaiatioa 
sou^t, the ^sployee or former eBq>loyee i^cn vhom the 
doeand has beaa made shall respectfully decline to coc 5 >ly 
vith tlte dommd (itei^d States ex rel Today v,» Segen, 
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5r*asury Depsrtseii't regulations > 3^ CFR are 

very gigiia r eascept that S I^IO does not eaparessly cover 
ftsraer ej^loyees. 






vs 


Tiiese rcgulstlGsis iapose a duty cai specific classes 
of goverooent et^ployees not to disclose specific classes oT 
InfoTBEtion without prior approral; and the Isgr-omt s proce- 
dure whlA BOtst be follo»swd in a disclosure situetioa. The 
Suprexae Court has held th&t a subOTdlnate official cezmot be 
held in contaspt for followizig these regolations. In Toetaj 
T» Ragea, 3^ U*S. 1*62 (195L), the question was idjetber or 
not an SiKI Agent in accordaics with a Departaent of Justice 
regnlation ac^ lawfully decline to produce ^tepertesontal 
re^erds in response to e subpoena dt«»8 tecua, Roger TwSs^ 
instituted a federal habees corpus proceeding. A subpoena 
ducos teem requiring the production of depsrtaexrtal records 
was served on one MeSwain an ?BI agent. At the hsarlngt the 
agent respectfully declined to produce the records on tlte 
greasnd that a Depsrfenent of Justice regulation forbldded 
their disdosxure. ihe ^udge found t2»s agent in contest 
and ordered Mb lazprisoaied until the agent produced the records 
On Appeal, the 0eventh Circuit zevarsed. On Certiorari, the 
Stqareiaa Co^rt affireed (3 to 0) and held that "We think that 
Order 3229 (now st^ercected) is valid airfl that MeSwain 
in the ease properly refused to prodnese these pe^rs.” Id at ^i63. 


The &3Urt followed Soske v. Coctingore, 177 U.S, 459 
(19OQ) where the Court had affirased tl» reversal of state 
ccjnte^t cmviction against a Treasury agent and held that the 
agent in ececardance with a stsdlsr Treasury regulation prcperly 
declined to dlselosd records of the Treasury Depertaent. The 
Court in Tcrohy reasoned that Attorney General cem validly 
withdraw froa his sUbordinstes the power to release depertoent 
pepers. 


When one considers the variety of infcnraaticai 
contained in the files af any government departaasat 
and the possibilities of harm frosa txExrcstrlcted dis- 
closure in court, the usefulness, inde^ the zxecesslty, 
of centrelining detenatnatim as to whether subpoenas 
duces teem will be willingly or chailengsd is 

obvious. Id at 463* 
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BJ CED. does not create an '’executive privilege." 

It sierely withdraws frees stiordijjates the power to decide 
vh&t depsrtacntal iafOTmti«xi will be disclose:!. Toohy v, 

Hs-gen. suora, The Govenaaent ceployee saust assert the DJ CSD, 
Over^ y/u.3. n^telity and Guaranty Co.. 2^ ?.2d. I58 (5 Cir. 
1955). If the subordinate asserts CJ CHD., then his departaeat 
head sssy be sul^soensed, Ihe depertaent head assert & true 
"executive priril^e" 5osee v, Boerd of Trade of the City of 
Chicago, 35 512 (D.C. HI. 1964). TUs Court will then 

detersiioe if disclosure is covered by the privilege. HIllS v. 
Capitol gia: Co.. 2^ F.ai, 863 (5 Cir, I961). 


For s general discuesioa of DJ and its interpretation 
see 8 WigBore esa Evidence S 2738 and 4 Jtoore's Federal Practice 

§ 26,25. 


iSare, DJ CE> applies to the testiaony of all three (3) 
FBI Agents, ISie treasury Segolatioa applies to the f<»raer 
Secret Service agent by analogy to BJ c^« Sh^re is no issue 
about whether t2» agents are eatable to process or zsnst appear 
because all four (4) have been directed to testify. All four (4) 
agents aey testify "to the cubotanco of what has already been. 
Bade a sa&tter of laiblic record in ccamectioo with the 
Warren CoDedssiCR pr o ceedings" because (a) their prior public 
statements censtituted a veiver of BJ (fBH and (b) they hove 
prior departmental appr ova l. 


IT gray or black isfarEWiticai is s^aan^d, DJ CED auat 
be invoked, A good record Is msndatory . The only evidence in 
these type cases is the testlBooy of 'Ute Goverxaae&t a^nt, &re, 
if the agents are held in end the case is reversed the 

GovemBent’s only evldencs vlU be the transcript of the egect’s 
testixaooy. Use agent asist "respectfully decline" to disclose ti» 
inf oraatlon and Infora the judge that be is declining becense 
either (a) approval froa the Attesniey Qeneral has not been reoelved 
Of (b) the Attorney Gezteral has instructed him not to disclose 
the infoonaation, Sw ^UISA saist clearly state for the record that a 
copy of BJ ORD has been fvEmlshed the judge, X also reccess^d 
that a co^ of the foiAy case be given to judge, The judge 

ahcfttXd be informed that if be follows tbs gouty ecsC| the party 
calling the ag^t bus the option of sthpoenalng the Attorney 
CSeneral. Of course ^ disdostcre of tba informtloa frea the 



Hopefully, tlie will follow the case, 

no farthoj* action hy this office will he xieceosary, 

3. COSimtPr SlTCATIiH 

If tbs agent declines to testify on the grouad of 
DJ CKD and he Is held in oontei^jt for failure to disclose the 
inforsjation after being ordered to do so by the ^udge, then 
this office jsist restCFVB t^ cr^g^asl ccsitcssyt prosecoticti 
(js>t the «rtira Stum case} to fe<terai court, 

(l) CORESCET ABEICia 

Looisl®xa Code Criminal Eroeedere (C.Cr.P,) 

Art, 20 profvldesj 

A cotttes^t of court is an set or oedsaion tending 
to b]»truct or interfere vith the orderly atelsistratlon 
of justice, or to is|?«dr the dlgalty of the court or respect 
far its aetbority* 

C«ait€is®pts of court are of two kinds, direct and 
constructlTfe, 


C,Cr,P, Art, 21(b) prorides: 

A direct c< 2 itei^ of court is esse caaedtted in the 
IsBedlats view and pres^cse of the c«irt and of whicdi it hes 
personal knowledsej or, a <KsntuaacieKS failira to ecaply 
with ft subpoena, suoansui or ordsr to e^ear In court, 
prcwjf of service of rdsi<di spears of reecrdj or , a 
eoatussu3icua failure to co^slx with an order ee^t»stering 
a witness, 

A direct contaapt inelx^s, but is not llasttai to, any 
of the fdlfiwtng acts: 

(b) Befusal to tato tibe oath or afflrsurticMt as a 
wltE^s, rar refusal of a witoess to a aonlnearliainati:^ 

qpmt±<m ordered to do so Icr the court, 

(2) BSSHAL SSASIgS 

If ti» 5ud@e refuses to f oHow louhy essd holds id*e 
agent in asistespt tb^ the criadnal proceeding oust be 

rcBwved to federal c<*art mySer ^ ISC § llfe(a)(l). 



2S use § 1442(a)(1) provides: 


(a) A civil sctijwi or crladnal prosecuticjo commenced 
is a State coort egainst esjr of the follo'^ring persons laey 
be r«aov«d by them to the district court of the United 
States for the district and divisioo esabraclng the place vhere* 
in it is pending: 

(l) Any officer of the Uhited States or any 
agency thereof, or person acting under hia, for any 
under color of such offier or on account of any rlg^t, 
title or authority daisied under any Act of Congress 
for the epsrehenslrai or punlshiaent of erininals or the 
eoHectittx of the revmiue. 

23 DSC § l446 (e & f) proTides: 

(c) the petition for resmal of a crialoal prose* 
cation Bay be filed at any tine befoare trial, 

(f ) If tiM defendant or defendants are in actual 
custody oQ process issued by the State court, the distdet 
court shall issue its writ of habeas eorpos, and the 
sarshal shall therexqion tahe such defendant or defendants 
Into hia custody and deliver a copy of Hu; writ to the 
derh of such State court. 


A case very similar to this am has been held properly 
removable tmder S l4^(a)(l). In State of Hbrth Carolina v, Carr, 

264 7? (w,X},SC 19^7)> the question was \dtether or not 

a coateoiit pro c ee ding in State coort against an FBI agent was 
reaovable lasder 23 DSC § 1442(a)(1), A dvil action was begun in 
State court. As FBI agent was issued a subpoena duces tectaa to 
pzoduce De pa rtment of Justice records. The AG instructed tiie 
agent not to produce any records or disclose any Inforoation 
acquired as a pert of tt» perfennasnee of his official duties as 
a ^I agent, Oa the basis of Department Order Bo, 324-64 (now super- 
«ded) the agent respectfully declined to disclose the demanded 


information. She state jwtge "then held the agent in centeapt fear 
his failure to proihice the documents or answer the questions put 
to him, ihe agent was taken Into custody* A Petition For 
Removal vaa iasediately filed in federal coort. The district 
solicitor then filed a motion to remand, ihe court denied the 
Motion to Bemand, found the agent not guilty of conteept and 
released the agent from custody* The court held that (a) a state 
erlainal coateapt prosecution against an FBI sf^t because he 
obeyed the orders of his superior and dedised to disclose 
iaforaati^ acquired as a part of his official duties was 
properly removable under 23 S 1442(a)(1), and (b) the FBI 
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eg«nt had properly declloed to snsver the (jueation and therefore 
VOS not in cont^^^t* The court in Carr distinguished axtd refused 
to follow la Re Helsig ^ iafJra* 

(to .Appeal in Catr« 336 ?,2d 129 Cir. 1967 ) the ftsnrth 
Ci3^!nllt dismissed the appeal for Biootness but held that the case 
had been prt^rly rezsrved* The Fourth Circuit ressceed: 


We thiaW It unfraitftil to qui)^>le over the label 
affixed to this eontespt action. Regardless of whether 
it is called civil, criadnal, or sui generis, it clearly 
falls within the language and inteat of the statute. 


[1, 2 ] The purple of tti» statute is to taia froa 
the State courts the indefeasible power to hold an officer 
or agent of U» Chi ted States cried nally or civilly liable 
for an act allegedly perfonaed in the execution of my of 
the powers or responsiblliti^ of the f^sdsral sovereign* 
Neither ioBtonity nor Ispunity is guaranteed the alleged 
offender; the statute aerely transfers his trial to the 
federal courts. Xnsistmce upon the right of r^acrvsl lias been 
declared es^itial to the integrity eeid preestinenoe of the 
jPaderal government irtthin its realm of authority. The 
reasons for the statt^ are so apparent, and were so clearly 
expounded, with its history carefully treated, in State 
«rf Iteasessee v, Itesls, 100 0.3 , 257, 2^^, 25 L*Sd, 648 
(1879), that we have no occasion to reiterate here the 
»»ce88ity for its rigid enforcesient. 

[3» 4] ^ repeat, the central end grave concern of the 

statute Is that a Federal officer or agent shall not be 
forced to anssrer for conduct assertedly within his duties in 
any lait a Federal forua. Sxos the etatute Xooics to the sub- 
stamce rather than Ihe fom of the state proceeding; this is 
reason for the breadth of Its langosge. Accordingly, the 
applicability of the statute to -toe present case is perfectly 
^parent. Sy citij^ Carr fenr (xnrtefipt, the State court 
attespted to subject him to Incarceratioa until si»:h time as 
be cceplied with the Court's order ai^ tln 2 S disobeyed the 
directive of his s^qierior officers, A statute designed to 
permit Federal officers to perfbra their duties without 
State interference clearly applies to su^ a situation, 
regardless of the label the State chooses to affhe to its 
aetiocL, 
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^ In Re Belsig. 173 P. 270 (3JD* m. 1959), 
tlie qoeatioQ tms whet^ier or net a atate crlatnal contsB^t 
proceeding against t»o (2) Tireasory agents for allegedly 
coeaaltting perjury was reamablc xaader 23 S lW^2(a)(l)» 

The agents has arrested one !!teylor fear pcaisesslon end sale of 
narcotic drugs. At the state trial the agents ad.stakealy 
ii^stlfled the man in court (also naraed Tayl<nr and vith a 
strikingly slsdlsr ap p eara nce ) as the men they arrested. The 
eridsice cooducively shoved that the nan in ccAxrt had heen 
in jail at the tine Xt» other Tcylor had he^ arrested. ^3ie 
state jodge held the agents in contempt on gmmd. that 
their teatiaeny had been p^rjurotu. Tba federal court 
reaended Ute case and held (a) that this type of state 
conteopt proceeding: vas not resao^able and (b) the agents vere 
acting as indLvidusls and not \znder cdlcsr sathcsrlty idsra 
th^ testified falsely. 

The situation in the Carr caw vas quite different 
from that in the Helslg case. In Belsig thi co Bteapt aous 
act vas the allegedly perjoroas testlDony. In Carr the con-* 
teept&OQS act vas obeying a s\g>erlor*s orders and declining 
to disclose l afos mtlMB,; this act vas deerly **under color 
Off such afflce." B»ei«fbre, the Hslslg case is wrong to the 
extent that It holds that so state contespt |u?ooeeding Is 
rmemi^Ouat Of course, Heii^ is a foreign district court 
dmdsioa and no c caat in this district is coeaelled to follow 
it. 

See generally, 2 pyelopedla of federal Procedure § 3«33'*3«^t 
lA Hooare*s Federal Bntctice § 0«l6h & OJi68; Bee. Big. Besoval 
of Cases 22. 

(X) "Grisdnal proseeutioa coasaaaced la a State Court* 

Bere the cont^ept proseeutioa are caisdnal in suhstance. Ccntenticms 
to the contrary were rejected la the Carr ca^« the Belsig 

case did not cover this type of situation, 13x& S lMi$(c) require- 
aant that removal x»»t he filed *at any time before trial* does 
ZMt apply to coates^t cases^ heceuse the trial is usually 
laliaites after the coatoa^ptuocffl act* State of goryi Ca:rolins r. 

Carr, supra; aa» glo<aa v» HXlnois, 391 U»S. 19^ (l9^)« 

(2) •AgstBst * * * m officer of ^le t&ited States s * * 
or perscBX acting under Mst? Frazier and Siaz^tyfelt are now 
officers of the Chit^ States. Fomaer FBI agent Seanedy is 
acting under an otSioer o£ the Ihdted States, that is, the AQ 
because CBB applies to femer ai^^lojrees,. ^ottssr Secret Service 
agent SsUeraaan is also aotiz^ under an of:h.cer of the i&iited 
States, that is, the Se cretary of Treastsry, because the Treasury 
regolatioas epply to Mu (a) by analogy to Bj ORB and (b) because 
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he 'ma sn esplc^ee he olrtained ihe isfcesi8.t±<m» 

(3) "Act vsa^T coloar of such office" She Act in this 
case is the refusaJL to disclose the deskscded infcnraetioQ vhen ordered 
to do so by the court* She four (4) agoits have a duty to so 
act uzider de|>srt 2 a@itiRe&t regulatious. Clearly > that act is 
done under eolmr of such office* 

(3) mxssxm ya hemc^al 


2B i]8C § l¥(6 sets out the procedure for rsaovsl* 
Renovel petltloas fcsr eadi agmt have already been prepared* 

If the is held in eonteapt the ASSA in court most notl^ 

this office iBEBdlately so that the petition con he filed and 
signed* A Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus riadfir § iy*8{f ) 
has also been p r e par ed for each sg«it. If the agent is taii^ 
into custody^ this petition ahoald be filed coot eap corsneously 
rith the renovsl petition* The AUSA In court viU be provided 
vith a copy of these petlti<» 3 S* He wist file the copy of the 
reBKrval petition with the Clerk of CriodaEl X5lstrict Court in 
order to effectuste the raaovel ^ USC lM3(e); Adaiy Pipeline 
Co, V* Plpellners local tMt<m !fe>* 793* 203 ?• Si^, ^3^ 

{S,D, ^xV 1962 ) » aie AUSA "in court also arrange to 

have the agents testincs^ transcribed* If there are any 
haogi^f we can obtain a Ifrit of Certiorari fros the Clerk 
for tl» record under 5 iWr(b)* 

6* BEJECIED OmeStS 


A, WRTE (S? CERnCSlARl TO S0ITO3>® COIST 0? LOUISIAHA 


(>xr purpose is nerely to Insure that DJ CSD si»i the 
TcKbcy case are foUowed* This writ calls for the exercise 
of the court’s guipervlsary iurisdicticsi* Cce^ared to federal 
Oflurt ti )8 looisiesa Supresie Ceurt is sa unfavorable fonaa to 
have federal rights adjudicated* Exercising this option 
involves a considerable risk that the writ will be denied, 
that a decision vlll be delayed and ^lat the district court 
will be affiraed* If the case is ireaaaded by the federal 
court then the option could bo esearclse^i* 

B* TsmtkL injURcncas 


It has been stiggested that ve ctatld aue in federal 
court for an injuatlon against judge and the XiA* The 


